The Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) literature has, in recent years, introduced various CBBE models. This study aims to compare the validity of the two prominent CBBE models in the retail industry; those introduced by Yoo and Donthu (2011) and Nam, Ekinci and Whyatt (2011). In order to make this comparison, the study collected data from Turkish (n=285) and Spanish respondents (n=236) 
A CROSS VALIDATION OF CONSUMER-BASED BRAND EQUITY MODELS: DRIVING CUSTOMER EQUITY IN RETAIL BRANDS

Introduction
In today's marketplace successful brands must develop and maintain distinctive images in order to sustain their competitive advantage (Aaker, 1991; Pappu, Quester, & Cooksey, 2005) . Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) is essential for driving customer equity, differentiating brands, assessing brand performance and gaining competitive advantage in the marketplace (Lassar, Mittal, & Sharma, 1995; Sun, Kim & Kim, 2014; Zhang, Ko & Kim 2010) . Strong brand equity is achieved when consumers recognize brands, have favourable brand identification, and brand loyalty (Keller, 1993) .
As brand equity positively associates with customer equity and brand success, CBBE receives significant attention from the academic and business community (Kim, Kim, & An, 2003; Kim, Ko, Lee, Mattila & Kim, al. (2011) exclude brand awareness although Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) recognize brand awareness as an important asset for brand equity. Keller (2003; 76) defines brand awareness as " the customers' ability to recall and recognize the brand as reflected by their ability to identify the brand under different conditions and to link the brand name, logo, symbol, and so forth to certain associations in memory". Brand recognition is usually assessed by nomial (that is, "yes" or "no") responses. Later Keller (2003) and Aaker (1996) introduce higher levels of brand awareness (or recall) besides recognition inlcuding brand dominance, brand knowledge, and brand opinion. The latter is the set of brand associations linked to the brand. Brand awareness is the degree of brand knowledge stored in the minds of consumers beyond simple name recognition. As stated in Keller's (1993) and Aaker's (1996) conceptualisation, brand awareness is a cognitive and knowledge-based brand equity dimension even though it is excluded from Nam et al. 's (2011) Yoo and Donthu (2001) propose that brand loyalty is one of the components of CBBE and the three brand equity dimensions influence overall brand equity (Model 1).
Furthermore, brand awareness and brand associations are formed into the same dimension. Nam et al. (2011) argue that brand loyalty is one of the components of CBBE but an outcome rather than antecedent of brand equity. Researchers (for example, Im, Kim, Elliot, & Han, 2012; Xu & Chan, 2010) acknowledge the direct relationship between brand equity dimensions and brand loyalty. Buil et al. (2013) confirm that brand associations, brand awareness, perceived quality and brand association influence brand loyalty.
As can be seen from Model 2, Nam et al. (2011) suggest that the six brand equity dimensions -physical quality, staff behavior, ideal self-congruence, brand identification and lifestyle-congruence, brand satisfactioninfluence brand loyalty. Physical quality and staff behavior are service quality (SQ) dimensions in line with the multi-dimensional nature of service quality (Ekinci et al., 2008 , Grönroos, 1984 . The two service quality dimensions represent the cognitive aspect of brand equity, whereas ideal self-congruence, brand identification and lifestyle-congruence represent the symbolic aspect of brand equity. Brand satisfaction embodies the consumer's post-purchase experience with brands and mediates the relationships between the five dimensions of brand equity and brand loyalty (Koo & Kang, 2004) . Nam et al. (2011) argue that, if consumers do not have purchase experience with brands, brand satisfaction can be removed from the model. Consumer loyalty refers to the consumer's behavioral intentions with regards to purchasing and recommending.
According to Nam et al. (2011) physical quality is the image projected by the design, equipment, facilities, and materials associated with the retail shop; whereas staff behavior is the image projected by the retail employees' competence, helpfulness, friendliness, and responsiveness (Ekinci et al., 2008) . Ideal selfcongruence refers to the degree to which brand image coincides with the consumer's ideal self-concept (Ekinci et al., 2008) . Hence people consume brands in order to sustain their self-esteem (Sirgy, 1982; Das, 2015) .
Recent research suggest that consumer-brand relationships are driven by a multifaceted self in the form of multiple social identities (Champniss, Wilson & Macdonald 2015; Reed, Forehand, Puntoni & Warlop, 2012) .
Brand identification refers to a situation where consumers express their social identity through brand association or brand consumption (Del Rio, Vazquez, & Iglesias, 2001) . Consumers associate themselves with brands that have positive reputations (Long & Shiffman, 2000) . Hence, brand identification enables consumers to integrate or disintegrate social groups. Furthermore consumers develop positive attitudes towards brands when they feel that those brands help them to express uniqueness and desired lifestyle (Phau, Teah, Lim & Ho, 2015) .
Lifestyle-congruence refers to the degree to which brand consumption supports the consumer's unique pattern of living as expressed by activities, interests, and opinions (Nam et al., 2011) . All of these brand equity dimensions help to either differentiate individuals from one another, or to associate them to other individuals who have similar interests and activities (Foxall et al., 1998; Solomon, 2002) . Finally, Model 3 includes all the brand equity dimensions suggested by Nam et al. as and brand awareness. This study compares validity of the three CBBE models in two different retail sectors in Turkey and Spain.
Study 1
Study 1 selects the global fashion retail sector because this is changing rapidly and therefore firms need to create strong brands to compete successfully. Despite the significant size of this sector, the research investigating CBBE in the global fashion retail brand context is limited (Tong & Hawley, 2009) . Turkey is selected because previous CBBE studies draw empirical data from developed countries such as UK, USA, and Turkey's economy is growing rapidly. This offers the opportunity to examine the external validity of the two CBBE models in a very different culture and economy from Western and Asian societies.
3.1.Method
An online questionnaire including a list of 25 global fashion brands (for example, Adidas, Dolce and Gabbana, H&M, Lacoste, Marks and Spencer) was administered in Turkey. Respondents assessed one of the presented brands' perceived equity. Since the measurement scales were in English, a qualified interpreter translated the scale items into Turkish. Then, a bilingual researcher back-translated the scale items to English to confirm accuracy and consistency of their meaning. Most respondents were resident in one of the two largest cosmopolitan Turkish cities: Istanbul and Ankara. 350 consumers responded to the questionnaire. Of these, 285 questionnaires were found to be valid. The sample demographics were: 44% male, 56% female; 40% were between 16 and 24, 24% between 25 and 34% between 35 and 44, 2% over 45 years old.
The dimensions of CBBE include perceived quality, brand awareness/associations, brand loyalty, overall brand equity, physical quality, staff behavior, ideal self-congruence, brand identification, lifestyle-congruence 
3.2.Results
In order to determine whether the measurement scales are valid, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted on the data and squared correlations and Average Variances Extracted (AVE) were examined to assess discriminate validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) . Then Composite Reliability (CR) and Cronbach's alpha (α) estimated the scale's internal consistency reliability. The descriptive statistics and the scale's reliability scores are illustrated in Table 1. [Insert Table 1 here] As can be seen from Table 1 , the mean scores of Yoo & Donthu's (2001) brand equity measure range from 3.92 to 5.37. CR and α scores range from 0.83 to 0.88. Fornell & Larcker (1981) suggest that AVE values should be greater than 0.50 and higher than the squared correlations in order to support convergent and discriminant validity. All measurement scales meet these criteria. Table 2 shows the results of descriptive statistics and discriminant validity for Nam et al.'s (2011) measures as well as the brand awareness scale.
[Insert Table 2 here]
As depicted in Table 2 Table 3 .
[Insert Table 3 
4.1.Method
Data were collected through a structured questionnaire. A Spanish marketing research company 73% of the respondents stated that they had purchased the selected brands within the last 12 months at once. Most of the respondents were female (53%) and received an annual income of between 6,000 to 11,999
Euros (23%). The majority of the participants had undergraduate degree (24%). This is followed by high school diploma (23%). The age-group distribution was somewhat similar between the age group categories: 15-24 (24%), 25-34 (19%), 35-44 (19%) , 45-54 (16%), 55-64 (11%), and above 65 (11%).
4.2.Findings
Following Fornell & Larcker's (1981) suggestion, the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) scores are used for testing the scales' convergent and discriminant validity. Composite Reliability (CR) tests and Cronbach's alpha statistic (α) used for assessing reliability of the scales. The AVEs, CR and α scores are shown in Table 4 and Table 5 .
[Insert Table 4 here]
[Insert Table 5 here]
As shown in Table 4 and 5, the AVEs are all above 0.50 and higher than the squared inter-correlations, indicating that discriminant validity of the measures are supported. Reliability is also achieved, since both the are shown in Table 6 below.
[Insert Table 6 here]
As shown in Table 6 
Conclusions
Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) is an essential driver of customer equity. The majority of existing CBBE research is based on Aaker's (1991) Also this study advances understanding of the relationship between brand awareness, brand equity, brand satisfaction and brand loyalty in several ways. First, including brand awareness into Nam et al.'s model advances understanding of CBBE in the retail industry. In particular, brand awareness is defined as a knowledge-based entity rather than brand recognition. Hence, this study provides evidence for Keller's (2003) and Aaker's (1996) definition of brand awareness suitable for established brands. Although, for new or niche brands, recognition is important; for well-known brands, brand knowledge and brand opinion can be more relevant. Second, the study findings suggest that brand awareness influences brand satisfaction and brand loyalty. Therefore, brand knowledge is not only essential for assessing brand equity, but also an asset in developing powerful brands. Third, this research is the first attempt to empirically examine whether brand awareness advances the validity of Nam et al.'s (2011) model in the retail industry and across cultures. The study findings suggest that brand awareness is a key component of brand equity. It also enhances the predictive validity of Nam et al.'s model when used to understand brand loyalty.
5.1.Managerial implications
This study introduces a valid and reliable scale for measuring brand equity in the retail industry. As a result, brand managers can develop internal and external benchmarks that use this measure. They can observe brand performance from the customers' viewpoint and track the changes over time. In addition, the brand equity measures enable managers to assess the strengths and weaknesses of their brands, and compare their brand's performance with similar brands. This ability to compare helps in assessing the brand strategy's success and in designing new brand management programs to tackle competitive pressures.
Retail managers should ensure that the tangible aspects of brands, such as store environment and packaging, are visually appealing in order to enhance brand satisfaction and brand loyalty. As service personel interact with consumers on a daily basis, they are important in implementing brand strategy and enhancing brand loyalty in the retail industry. In particular, retail managers should develop and implement efficient recruitment policies to ensure that the quality of staff behavior is aligned with brand values. A carefully designed training program will enhance the quality of staff behavior and subsequently the retail brand equity.
This study's findings indicate that consumers develop brand loyalty because brand identification enhances their social identity. Retail managers must ensure that consumers' brand experience provides high social value in order to achieve consumers' interpersonal goals. Social value can be achieved through fostering interactions between brand and consumer, and through brand oriented interactions among consumers. In doing so, a number of approaches such as event marketing can be implemented, and social brand communities can be formed (Park & Kim, 2015; Kim, 2015) . Consumers are motivated to express their distinctiveness through brand experiences and develop loyalty to brands. Furthermore, retail managers should monitor current and potential consumers' lifestyles. Understanding consumers' brand expectations and brand interests will inform management decisions on how to position brands in the marketplace, how to achieve brand extentions and develop new brands. Finally, retail managers should continue to foster brand awareness through a myriad of traditional and modern marketing communication methods including advertising, sponsoring, merchandising, web design, social media, content marketing, corporate social marketing programs, etc (Hoeffler & Keller, 2002) .
Limitations
This study advances understanding of brand equity in the retail industry, and is not without limitations.
The most important of these limitations is the fact that the study draws causal relationships among the variables from cross-sectional survey data. 
